Introduction
(1) TEACHER <comprehension>.
Leila. what's comprehension. LEILA the understanding of something.
Participation by Leila (a 'strong' student) is framed as straightforward-the teacher expects success. Leila responds by answering immediately and with falling intonation. Contrast this with excerpt (2).
(2) TEACHER I see some <unsure ha:nds>, >you want to try it Quinn<, (0.6) QUINN <um> (1.2) problem?
Participation by Quinn (a 'weak' student) is framed as tentative, reflecting relatively lower expectations, and Quinn responds in kind, with hesitation and rising intonation, hallmarks of a dispreferred response (Levinson 1983) . In other words, Quinn knows her response is likely not the one the teacher is seeking. Such findings pose a 'chicken-or-egg' problem: Students may be responding to their teachers' confidence in them (or lack thereof), or teachers may be indexing each student's preexisting strength or weakness. It is most likely a reciprocal process, spiraling either upward or downward over time.
Excerpt (3) highlights another characteristic of interactions involving 'weak' students. When David (a 'weak' student) raises a hand, the teacher initially holds out for other volunteers. Then, when he is finally called on, his participation is framed as tentative, and he responds in kind.
Crucially, such avoidance of 'weak' students can lead to significant frustration, as in excerpt (4). The "sticks" David mentions are a method of selecting students at random that this teacher sometimes uses. In other words, David knows he is being ignored but and believes he has a better chance of being selected at random. Ironically, calling out as he does is part of what marks him as a 'weak' student. Excerpts (1) through (4) have involved teacher-initiated interactions, but differences also arise in student-initiated interactions. Students can call out, for instance, though such contributions are generally ignored unless deemed "valuable" (Mehan 1979 , Lemke 1990 . Crucially, comparable contributions by 'strong' students are deemed valuable more often. Students can also summon teachers, and while most are ignored (Shepherd 2012) , summonses by 'strong' student are relatively more likely to be answered.
In excerpt (5), the topic is the meaning of a "deep freeze," which is a type of freezer mentioned in the reading. Chris (a 'weak' student) sees a deep freeze pictured in the book and wants to point it out. He summons the teacher twice but she ignores him, so he begins calling out about the picture (which, as with David, is part of what marks him as a 'weak' student).
(5) TEACHER a deep freeze--CHRIS °shows it right (there in) the picture°. TEACHER usually, when you see deep freezes, they're, um, they're sitting, across, kind of almost like a height of the Thus we see Chris determinedly calling out his contribution and the teacher determinedly ignoring him. In excerpt (6), an off-camera student has summoned the teacher, and the teacher is talking with her. Isaac (a 'strong' student) interrupts to say that he has something that he would like to talk about. okay Isaac? let me finish up this page. we have one sentence left on this page, and then we'll talk about it.
The teacher finishes the page and then gives Isaac the floor... These excerpts further highlight the very different experiences of 'strong' and 'weak' students. Chris is denied the discursive power to advance his ideas: He summons the teacher non-verbally but is ignored; he then calls out his contribution and is ignored again (and probably perceived as disruptive). Isaac interrupts but is given the floor, and his contribution is praised (and Chris recognizes the injustice).
Conclusions
Teachers allocate discursive power with particular goals in mind, and across both teacher-and studentinitiated interactions, we find that the same 'strong' students are more likely to be entrusted with this power. The 'weak' students that we studied are just as eager to contribute, but the teacher is reluctant to give them the floor. Crucially, denying 'weak' students access to discursive power can lead to significant frustration. In this third-grade classroom, the result is mildly disruptive behavior (calling out), but given people's innate need for self-determination (Ryan & Deci 2000) , students who are denied sanctioned power are likely to seek empowerment in other ways (e.g., through resistance), ultimately developing oppositional relationships toward school. Whether this contributes to the formation of 'burnouts' is the subject of ongoing research.
